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This study examined perceived student achievement and its relationship to
teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction, student socioeconomic status, student
demographics, and student behavior.
The research design that was used in this study was a mixed method of a
quantitative and qualitative approach. The quantitative data, through a Pearson r
Correlation found that there was a stronger relationship to data-driven instruction and
perceived student achievement than student socioeconomic status (SES) and perceived
student achievement, student demographics and perceived student achievement, and
student behavior and perceived student achievement. In particular this study found that
teachers at Kennedy Elementary School perceived that the institution of data teams and
data-driven instruction impacted perceived student achievement. In qualitative research,
emerging themes and trends about teachers’ perceptions of student SES, demographics,
behavior and data-driven instruction and their impact on perceived student achievement
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were identified from within the transcripts. The examination of data yielded four major
areas in which themes emerged. These themes included (1) the teacher’s perceptions of
data teams and data-driven instruction in relationship to the school and their classrooms;
(2) The impact on data teams and data-driven instruction and the awareness of student
data for lesson planning purposes; (3) The impact on data teams and data-driven
instruction on instructional strategies in the classroom; (4) The impact on data teams and
data-driven instruction and decision making on perceived student achievement.
This study has proven results in response to the Pearson correlation as respect to
perceived student achievement. Teachers perceived data-driven instruction, student
socioeconomic status and student demographics to be strongly correlated to perceived
student achievement. The researcher found the strongest relationship between teachers’
perceptions of the impact of data-driven instruction and perceived student achievement
than their perceptions of student SES, demographics, behavior and teacher demographics.
Although all factors play a significant role on perceived student achievement, in this
study, data-driven instruction was the greatest.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM IN CONTEXT
Introduction
Since the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act, Public Law 107-110,107**’
Congress (2002), attention has increasingly focused on school accountability. Student
achievement has become the most tangible indicator of the success of a school and its
organizational effectiveness. As a result, it has become the focus of extra scrutiny on the
part of the legislatures and the public (Greaves, 2004). Teachers in classrooms remain
directly responsible for student achievement as a by-product or result of effective, high
quality teaching and student learning. School administrators, as instructional leaders are
charged with creating organizations that produce increasing levels of student achievement
through the facilitation of effective teaching and learning (Greaves, 2004).
School leaders have to think about achievement in a different way. Instructional
strategies are sometimes developed in complete contravention to what student needs call
for. Instructional practices must be the unifying theme that equates to student
achievement. Many times educators find themselves getting caught up in the idea of
teaching curriculum and standards, and lose the students in the process. If the goal
however, is to increase student achievement, then educators should take a look at student
data to guide instructional practices. There should be a direct relationship between the
strategies that teachers employ and improvements in student achievement. Teachers must
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teach the knowledge and skills that students are expected to know. Principals must exert
the kind of leadership that researchers have shown raises achievement: establish high
expectations, create a positive climate for learning, and work continually to align
curriculum and instruction to student needs (Reeves, 2004). We can embrace variations
in strategies and creativity in the classroom, while maintaining a commitment to common
expectations for all students.
Educators have long been interested in variables that serve as accurate predictors
of the success of the school in educating the students that it serves. The literature
indicates that selected variables including, but not limited to, student socioeconomic
status (SES), student demographics, student behavior and data-driven instruction may
influence student achievement (Dorsey, 2002).
Klingele and Warrick (1990), for example, examined the relationship between
student socioeconomic status and reading achievement. Dorsey (2002) studied
relationships among school related variables and student achievement; Marchand,
Martella, and Nelson (2002) evaluated comprehensive school based programs for
preventing problem behaviors in relationship to student achievement and data-driven
instruction improving instructional decisions. Reeves (2004), has also reviewed potential
factors influencing student achievement. From these investigations it has become clear
that many variables including student SES, demographics, behavior and data-driven
instruction impact student achievement.
Although there are data linking student achievement to socioeconomic status,
demographics, and student behavior, it appears that little research has been conducted on
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teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction. A search of the literature found few
studies that specifically focused on data-driven instruction and its impact on student
achievement. The subject of this study relates to filling the gap in the research—that is,
identifying teachers’ perceptions ofwell-researched factors and a less studied factor,
data-driven instruction that impact student achievement within an elementary school.
This study will increase the body of literature that exists on this particular subject area.
Problem Statement
The purpose of this study was to examine the problem of perceived student
achievement and its relationship to teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction,
student socioeconomic status, student demographics, and student behavior. There were
many studies conducted to show that socioeconomic status, ethnicity, gender and
behavior impact student achievement, but there is minimal research on the impact of
data-driven instruction to student achievement. This study was needed to determine if
teachers’ perceive that data-driven instruction impacts perceived student achievement as
much as SES, demographics and behavior.
This research investigation will add to the lack of available literature and increase
an understanding of data-driven instruction. The research in this study could inform
school districts and assist schools that have not performed successfully in student
achievement. This study was designed specifically to examine teachers’ perceptions of
factors that impact perceived student achievement in one school.
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To further investigate the problem the following questions were examined:
1. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions ofdata-driven instruction
and perceived student achievement
2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student SES and
perceived student achievement?
3. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student demographics
and perceived student achievement?
4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student behavior and
perceived student achievement?
5. Is there a relationship between teacher age, years experience, gender, race and
their perceptions of data-driven instruction, student behavior, SES, and
demographics?
6. How is data-driven instruction operationalized in terms of teacher discourse
and practice?
7. What evidence is available from changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data teams?
8. What evidence is available from changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data-driven instruction?
The elementary school studied was in the process of beginning to focus more on
data-driven instruction through the induction of data teams. Data-driven instruction is
increasingly common in schools. More teachers and school leaders are basing their
instructional decisions based on student achievement data (Reeves, 2004). The problem
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is that data analysis is being seen as a destination instead of a beginning. The ultimate
goal of data-driven instruction is for teachers to look at ways to improve academic
excellence and equity through the use of data analysis. The instructional decision making
process in schools has historically been shaped by a variety of functions. These functions
include principal leadership styles, teacher beliefs and expectations and formal
curriculum objectives (Decker, 2003). However, using data-driven instruction ensures
that instructional decisions are based on actual student needs.
The drive to achieve is present to some degree in all individuals. Within the
school environment, achievement is measured by standards ofperformance that are
externally established (Bland, 2004). Effective collaboration among teams of teachers is
an instructional strategy for strengthening the teaching and learning environment.
“Working in collaborative situations exposes teachers to new ideas, to working on
problems collectively, and to learning from the very people who understand the
complexity of their work best their own colleagues” (Lieberman 1988, p. 7). Inquiry
during these collaborative sessions includes reflection on data about what students are
learning (Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001). Teacher discussion during this collaboration
time focuses on curriculum, instruction, and student progress toward goals set by the
school or teacher team.
This study focused on a suburban elementary school in the metropolitan Atlanta
area. For the confidentiality and protection of the school, Kennedy Elementary School
will be used as the pseudonym throughout the remainder of this paper. Kennedy
Elementary School had 450 students during the 2004-2005 school year. Forty-five
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certified staffmembers and 24 classified staff members worked at Kennedy. It had one
principal and one assistant principal. Of the 450 students who were enrolled, 53% were
male and 47% were female, 13% were Hispanic students, 53% were black, and 29% were
white. Less than 1% of the population consisted ofAmerican-Indian, Asian, and
Multiracial. The 2004-2005 Special Education population was 23%. This included 30
learning or behavior disordered, 13 mildly intellectually disabled, 57 speech or language,
and 6 special needs pre-kindergarten. Seventy-seven students were involved in the Early
Intervention Program. Thirty students qualified for English to Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL) services. Fourteen students were identified as gifted and receive
services through the Target Program.
During the 2004-2005 school year, Kennedy Elementary School became a
community that focused on data-driven instruction in the areas of reading, writing and
mathematics. Groups of teachers were placed into three cross grade level teams. Each
team collected data on one of the aforementioned areas. The areas were chosen based on
the 2004-2005 School Improvement Plan written by the administrative team during the
summer of 2004. The team examined data from the 2003-2004 school year to determine
the necessary strategies needed to increase student achievement. After examining the
data, the team created benchmarks, goals, and strategies for student and school
improvement.
After looking at research from The Center for Performance Assessment (2004),
heavily supported by the school system, the administrative team decided to institute data
teams designed to help teachers collaborate, gather and analyze data. Data analysis and
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leadership elevate data over delusion. The emphasis on data analysis and data-driven
instruction is to improve instructional strategies as a result of student achievement data.
The goal for teachers after data analysis was to use data to drive instruction. Teachers
were purposely selected for a specific team based on their instructional strengths as seen
by administrators.
The reading data team was responsible for gathering data from Accelerated
Reading Program (AR), the Developmental Reader Assessment (DRA), and the State
Standardized Reading tests. This group discussed, updated, and monitored the reading
program in the school, which encompassed developing appropriate reading plans to meet
students’ needs.
The writing data team was responsible for gathering student writing samples and
sharing during monthly data team collaboration to create a consensus on the correctness
of the developmental writing stages. This group then discussed, updated, and monitored
the writing program in the school, which encompassed monitoring the use of rubrics in
the classrooms by both teachers and students.
The math data team was responsible for gathering data from Individualized Math
Inventory (IMI), and Essential Skills Math Assessment. This group discussed, updated,
and monitored the math program in the school. This encompassed monitoring the
administration of the math assessments. Each data teams collaborated once a month in
cross grade levels teams and twice a month in same grade level teams to discuss current
student achievement data and successful instructional strategies.
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Teachers at Kennedy Elementary School had a perception of how their students
perform; however, those perceptions of their students had not always been accurate in
terms of data collected on student achievement through test scores and classroom
observations. Thus, Kennedy’s leadership team felt that a drastic change was needed to
bridge the gap between current instructional practices and student need based on data.
This study sought to compare the relationship between teacher perceptions of data-driven
instruction, student socioeconomic status (SES), demographics, and student behavior to
perceived student achievement. This researcher proposed that teachers would perceive
that a stronger relationship existed between data-driven instruction and perceived student
achievement than student SES, demographics, behavior and perceived student
achievement.
Figure 1 shows the organizational chart of the elementary school. All decisions
made by the school leaders ultimately effect student achievement. The chart shows how
the decision made by the leader to institute data teams for the purposes of data-driven
instruction hope to make an impact on perceived student achievement.
Significance of the Study
Although this study sought to examine teachers’ perceptions of data-driven
instruction, the imderlying issue that gave this study significance was student
achievement. The ultimate goal of the school system is student achievement, and for
school leaders the pressure associated with increasing student achievement grows
tremendously each year. There are a variety of factors that impact student achievement.
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Figure 1. School Organizational Chart
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Student achievement has become the most tangible indicator of the success of a
school and its organizational effectiveness. As a result, it has become the focus of extra
scrutiny on the part of the legislatures and the public (Famularo, 1995). Nationwide,
taxpayers’ demand that school districts and administrators exercise fiscal restraint in
expending public funds and be held accountable for producing satisfactory results in
terms of student achievement for all students (Greaves 2004).
This study sought to correlate the more common teacher perceptions of SES,
demographics, and student behavior and their impact on perceived student achievement
with their perception of the impact of data-driven instruction on perceived student
achievement. In the time of accountability, school leaders find that they have to make
some change in the teaching techniques and strategies. If teachers perceive that data-
driven instruction impacts perceived student achievement, as much as or more than
student socioeconomic status, demographics and behavior, school leaders will have a
foundation on which to base the importance of teachers collaborating with each other for
the purpose of data collection, analysis and discussion of successful instructional
strategies leading to data-driven instruction.
Definition of Terms
In order for the reader to clearly comprehend the following research and avoid
confusing misinterpretations, defined below are terms and their meanings as pertaining to
this study.
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1. Data-driven instruction: Teacher use of data collected on standardized
assessments, teacher made assessments, SES, demographics, and student
behavior to form instructional practices that meet the specific needs of
students.
2. Data Teams: A group of teachers cross grade level meeting for the purpose of
the collection, analysis and discussion of student achievement data and
successful instructional strategies.
3. Demographics: Teacher perceptions of the impact of student ethnicity
(Afncan American, Hispanic, and Caucasian) and Gender (Males and
Females) on perceived student achievement.
4. Principal: The full-time staffmember, assigned to a particular school within
a school system, who holds the primary supervisory position related to
teachers, teaching, and instruction; in addition to managing the overall school
organization.
5. Student Behavior: Teacher perceptions of the impact of student behavior in
the classroom on perceived student achievement.
6. Student Socioeconomic Status (SES): The socioeconomic status of the student
as determined by teacher perceptions of the student’s family income and its
impact on perceived student achievement.
7. Teacher: Any full-time instructional staff member assigned to elementary,
middle or high school, including; classroom teachers, guidance counselors,
special education teachers, and media specialists.
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8. Teacher’s Perceptions ofthe value ofdata-driven instruction: The teacher’s
views on the usefulness ofusing data to drive instruction.
It is the responsibility of instructional leaders to know what specifically works in
terms of student achievement and have the ability to investigate which instructional
strategies are associated with improved student achievement (Reeves 2002). There
should be a direct relationship between the strategies a school employs and improvement
in student learning. Although educators tend to say all children can learn, we find
through research and experience that all children do not learn the same. Therefore,
diversity is not merely about external characteristics. Instructional diversity based upon
on going analysis of student performance is also important.
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this chapter was to review relevant research related to the study.
The research focused on student achievement, data-driven instruction, student SES,
demographics, and student behavior. This study enhances the current literatirre on factors
that impact student achievement in that it sought to show if teachers perceive a
correlation between data-driven instruction and student achievement as much as SES,
demographics behavior, and perceived student achievement.
Student Achievement
Greaves (2004) began her dissertation with the following statement:
Since the passage of the No Child Left Behind legislation in 2002, much
attention has increasingly focused on school accountability. Nationwide,
taxpayers demand that school districts and administrators exercise fiscal
restraint in expending public fimds and be held accountable for producing
satisfactory results in terms of student achievement for all students, (p. 1)
Greaves contends that during the Reagan administration, the publication ofA Nation at
Risk: the Imperative for Educational Reform brought the topic of school reform and
student achievement to the forefront in our nation. Student achievement has become the
most tangible indicator of the success of a school and its organizational effectiveness. As
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a result, it has become the focus of extra scrutiny on the part of the legislatures and the
public (Famularo, 1995).
Bowen-Lipscomb (2004) used the 1998 Quality Counts survey to look at student
achievement. She found that there was a disparity in achievement test scores in reading
and mathematics between students who live in poverty and their middle class
counterparts. What she found was that research on student achievement in urban districts
showed failing statistics. On the 1994 National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) reading test, only 23% of fourth graders in high poverty urban schools achieved
at the basic level or above as compared with 46% of students in high-poverty schools in
no urban areas. In non-poverty schools, 69% of fourth graders were ranked at the basic
level and above. She contends that President George W. Bush’s plan. No Child Left
Behind Act (2002), intends to give a better balanced field for educating all children, even
if the urban schools receive the extra funds to have the resources to meet the students’
needs. Data from the NAEP, a federally funded test program that provides the best state-
by-state data on student performance show that students in urban areas perform at far
lower levels on standardized tests than their peers in non-urban areas. The states with the
largest achievement gaps are the ones with the most socially and economically isolated
central cities.
Bridges (2004) looked at minimum competency testing that became the preferred
assessment reform in the 1970s and early 1980s. He found that between 1973 and 1983,
the number of states with some form ofminimum competency testing requirement went
from 2 to 34. Then the establishment of a cabinet level department for education in 1979
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resulted in efforts to focus on increasing contact time with students, the length of the
school year, length of the school day, and length of the class periods, more homework,
and increasing more frequent testing. These changes centered on the idea that with more
effort, time, and money being put into education, student achievement increases would
follow. Assessment reform of the 1980s consisted ofmore frequent testing and continued
into the 1990s with the expanded use of assessment results for accountability purposes.
The use of standardized test results in the 1980s to ensure accountability gave an inflated
impression of student achievement and brought about the failure of the excellence
movement. Assessment reform of the 1990s emphasized the development and use of
content standards as a basis of assessment and accountability. The assessment reform of
the 1990s attached high stakes accountability mechanisms for schools, teachers and
students. With the arrival of the newmillennium and the continuation of demographic
shifts that began in the 1950s, equity, excellence, and accountability in education have
continued.
Data-Driven Instruction
Little research has been conducted on data-driven instruction, though it is now
increasingly common in schools. More teachers and school leaders are improving their
instructional decisions based on student achievement data (Reeves, 2004). Douglas
Reeves contends that examination of state test scores is not enough. Great schools never
draw on inferences about student achievement or teaching practices based on a single
data source, but multiple scores including local and teacher made assessments. Doug
Reeves foimd that teachers and principals gain better educational insights when they use
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multiple data sources. In a seminar for administrators in June 2003, Doug Reeves
discussed leadership strategies from accountability for learning. In this seminar, he
looked at common themes in successful schools with data-driven instruction. The first
theme was time for collaboration. He found that in the schools with the greatest
improvement, there were structured meetings every day to focus on student achievement.
There was also frequent feedback from building based assessments with collaborative
leadership. There was intensive focus on data and common assessments throughout each
grade level.
Guskey (2002), in an article in Principal Leadership reports, “As long as tests and
assessments are used only as means to document student achievement, their most
powerful benefits will be missed: helping teachers identify their strengths, recognize
their weaknesses, and target efforts to improve the quality of their teaching” (p. 6). He
foiond that using tests and assessments to help teachers improve their instructional skills
could not be restricted to a once a year activity based on statewide assessment results.
Instead, it must be done every time any form of classroom test or assessment is
administered or scored. Assessments can tell teachers what instructional strategies
worked well and what didn’t. They allow teachers to identify their strengths, recognize
their weaknesses, and target efforts to improve the quality of their teaching.
Conrad and Rudy (2004) found using data to support instructional planning has
become a key focus in schools. Their study found improved learning in schools using
data-driven decision making. Decker (2003) described the data-driven instructional
curriculum design of an elementary school in North Carolina. Over a four year period.
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the school built an educational framework based on data-driven instruction from student
data. The framework was designed to track student progress, identify needs, and provide
focused instruction and interventions. As a result, the school showed an increase in
student achievement on the North Carolina End-of-Grade test.
Research indicated that there were positive effects that came from teachers using
assessment data to determine the effectiveness of their instruction and the impact on
student learning. Johnson (1997) found that schools and school systems had such a large
amalgamation of data that the key to using data effectively was to organize the
information and determine which pieces of data could best be used to improve the
learning of students. An emphasis is placed on teachers becoming researchers or
analyzing the data about the students that they teach so that decisions can more directly
reflect the needs of their students. The key is to find methods for analyzing data by the
school administrators and teachers and helping them to make meaning out of the massive
amounts of available information.
Kinder (2000) provided a guide for districts to use when implementing a process
of data-driven decision making. He argued that the use of data should provide a support
system for making decisions about students. The data used in the process should include
indicators that reflect whether students are learning the curriculum presented in the
classroom. Consistently using the same indicators is a key element in effectively using
data to make instructional decisions. Although specific methods for storing the data were
not discussed, the researcher indicated that creating a collection of data that could be later
reviewed was a vitally important step.
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In a brief from Education Research Service (2001), successful uses of data to
make instructional decisions were reviewed. In the Twin Falls School District in Idaho,
the superintendent stated that each successive group of students was doing better because
teachers were using the information from previous student achievement data to improve
their instruction. The Pine Springs Elementary School staff in Fairfax, Virginia, analyzed
the past performances of their current students and was able to improve instruction
resulting in student achievement gains in just one year. The Umatilla-Morrow Education
Service District in Oregon developed a technology system to collect and analyze student
assessment data that were linked to specific curriculum standards. The data were kept on
a student-by-student basis so teachers were able to intervene with small problems before
issues escalated with gaps in student learning.
As the concept of using data has become more wide-spread, success stories from
schools that used data to make decisions began to surface. Liddle (2000) found that an
elementary school faculty in Colorado was able to use their data to determine what areas
needed improvement and a significant increase in student scores on the Colorado State
Assessment was observed. Cooper and Cromey (2000) reviewed a pilot program in
which both teachers and students tracked achievement data daily to determine the extent
of learning that was taking place related to specific content areas. The researchers found
that one of the key elements was to make sure that the data being used when making
decisions were the most appropriate data for the situation. Davenport and Anderson
(2002) found that the Brazosport Independent School District in Texas was able to show
such dramatic results in increased achievement that their model of data analysis has been
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published in a book and is being used by districts throughout the country to guide their
efforts.
Wade (2001) found that student assessment data was one of the four types of data
that should be included in the profile of a school. He found that data from assessments
could reveal the strengths and weaknesses of programs and students to determine changes
that could best allow schools to meet their goals of increased student achievement.
Guidance can be given related to the areas in teaching that should be changed to
maximize student learning.
Student SES
Educators have long been interested in identifying variables that serve as accurate
predictors of student academic success. Many studies indicate that socioeconomic level
may influence student achievement. Socioeconomic status (SES) has been correlated to
school success. Much research, beginning with the Coleman Report (Coleman,
Campbell, Hobson, McParkland, Mood, Weinfield, and York, 1966) has shown that SES
is strongly related to academic achievement. Clark (1983) studied African American
students from poor homes and found a relationship between SES and academic
achievement. According to Walker-Dalhouse (1993), the single best predictor of school
reading achievement is low socioeconomic status, from which low achievers seem to
suffer disproportionately. SES is related in some way to all aspects of education; degree
of parental involvement, student aspirations, and especially academic achievement and
test performance all are highly related to SES (Brodnick & Ree, 1995; Ma, 2000; Schultz,
1993; White, 1982).
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Walberg and Fowler (1986) found that student achievement in smaller districts
was higher if socioeconomic status was controlled. Chall and Snow (1982) also
conducted a study and reported that student socioeconomic status effects the achievement
of students. Klingele and Warrick (1990) conducted a study of fourth grade students in
an Arkansas School district. The purpose of their study was to determine if selected
non-instructional variables affected the reading achievement of students. Student
socioeconomic status was one of the four variables selected for the study. The results of
the study indicated that the percentage ofminority students per district and the percentage
of students eligible for free and reduced lunches had a significant negative relationship on
student achievement. Their findings yielded that the socioeconomic status of students
appeared to be the common denominator in the results. School districts with a higher
percentage ofminority and low-income students were less successful in the teaching of
reading. They concluded that socioeconomic and minority statuses are the primary
variables affecting reading achievement.
Goodard, Moran, and Hoy (2001) studied the effects of teacher trust in students
and parents in urban elementary schools. One of the controlled variables was SES. The
findings showed that student achievement was significantly and negatively associated
with disadvantaged socioeconomic status. The backgrounds that students bring to school
may raise or lower the quality of education by the concentration of a student peer group
which is associated with family socioeconomic status (Caldas & Bankston, 1999).
Okpala and Smith (2001) examined the influence of socioeconomic status of
parents in correlation with academic achievement. They found that the percentage of
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students in free/reduced price lunch programs was related negatively to students’
academic performance in mathematics.
Mosenthal, Lipson, Tomcello, Russ, and Mekkelsen (2004) studied the academic
success of six schools serving low, middle, and high socioeconomic status. Findings
indicated that all SES clusters had high performing schools. The common factors in the
successful schools included commitment to literacy, focused school community, teachers
knowledgeable about their work and opportunities and ample time for students to read.
They found that SES did not play an explanatory role in student achievement.
Friedman (2000) analyzed causal factors for California students taking the
Stanford 9 tests. He concluded that SES was the main determinant of academic
performance. Socioeconomic status is highly correlated with educational achievement
among all racial and ethnic groups (Brodnick &. Ree, 1995; Schultz, 1993; White, 1982),
and SES may in fact have a stronger effect on academic outcomes than ethnicity does
(Murdock, 2000).
Student Demographics
For 30 years it has been known that some teachers differentiate between students
they believe to be more and less capable on the basis of student race (Katz, 1972) and
student social class (Davis & Dollard, 1940). There are compelling data to illustrate that
student demographics more than any single characteristic cause students in the same
classroom to receive different treatment from their teacher (Good, Sikes, & Brophy,
1973).
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Dorsey (2002) studied relationships among school related variables and student
academic achievement. Student ethnicity and socioeconomic status were the variables
that appeared to be the strongest predictors of student academic achievement in math and
reading. This was a correlation study that used frequency distributions and regression
and ANOVA variance. This study used scores form the Iowa Test of Basic Skills in
reading and math in the state of Louisiana.
Ogbu (2003) studied academic disengagement of African American students in
an affluent suburb. What he found was that African American students’ own cultural
attitudes hindered their academic achievement. These attitudes were often neglected,
causing a decline in the academic achievement of those students. Students may not live
up to their academic potential because of the fear of being accused of “acting white,” thus
causing students to hinder their own achievement.
McCoy (2005) examined the effect of demographic variables and attitudes on
achievement of eighth grade algebra students. Results showed that ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, and attitudes significantly affected math scores.
Studies completed in reading show that females outperformed males in reading
ability. According to Yarborough and Johnson (1980), females have demonstrated higher
verbal skills and higher scores on standardized tests, especially in the primary grades, and
they learn to read at an earlier age than males. Additionally, a lower percentage of
females were referred to remedial programs than males.
Halle, Kurtz-Costes, and Mahoney (1997) indicated that gender and race/ethnicity
appear to interact with family income and affect student achievement. They stated that
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typically students from low socioeconomic and minority backgrounds were more likely
to begin with lower academic performance and gradually fall behind in their studies.
Further, minority students are overrepresented among students who are retained, referred
to special education, and who drop out of school. In terms of average reading scale
scores for Georgia’s public school students, the NAEP 1998 State Report indicated the
following:
1. In 1998, white fourth-grade students in Georgia had an average scale score
that was higher than those of black and Hispanic students.
2. The average scale score ofwhite, black, and Hispanic fourth-grade students
in Georgia did not differ significantly in 1998 from in 1992.
3. The average scale score ofwhite, black, and Hispanic fourth-grade students
in Georgia did not differ significantly in 1998 from in 1994.
4. In 1998, white eighth-grade students on Georgia had an average scale score
that was higher than those of black and Hispanic students. (Donahue et al.,
1999 as cited in Halle, Kurtz-Costes, & Mahoney, 1997)
Student Behavior
Marchand, Martella, and Nelson (2002) evaluated comprehensive school based
programs for preventing problem behaviors. In their report, they first take a look at the
section of the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) which states that every child has an
educational right to a safe school. Safe schools are not just settings where problem
behaviors are nonexistent, but settings where children feel safe and secure enough to be
able to develop to their full potential (Morrison, Furlong, & Morrison, 1994). They say
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that it would be hard for students to gain the academic competencies needed if the school
is deemed unsafe. Effective behavioral support has been shown to increase schools’
capacities for creating positive teaching and learning environments and reducing the
occurrence of problem behaviors (Marchand, Martella, & Nelson, 2002).
Joe Nichols (1999) studied the Gallup Poll of the Public’s Attitudes toward the
public schools in 1969 and found that classroom management and school discipline
issues have been the public’s primary educational concern on sixteen occasions. It was
clear that poor student behavior impeded learning and student achievement, and sets the
stage for an ineffective educational environment and community. Mansfield (1991)
observed that 44% of teachers nationwide reported that student misbehavior interfered
substantially with their attempts to teach.
Wagstaff (2002) used a quasi-experimental approach to find out the effect of
teacher discretionary removal on urban minority students in terms of zero tolerance
discipline. He found that Afncan American and Hispanic students were subjected to
discretionary removals at higher rates than non-minorities. The findings also determined
that there was a negative relationship between discretionary removal based on student
ethnicity, gender and socioeconomic status. The study also noted that on average,
students subjected to discretionary removal had lower achievement test scores when
compared to students not subjected to a discipline removal.
The problem of classroom discipline, lack of academic achievement and student
attitudes has been a continuing concern of educators. Changes in society have had an
influence on how children behave and respond to adult attempts at discipline and control
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(Appleton, 1996). Appleton and Stanwyck (1996) conducted a study to show how
classroom discipline had been a growing concern of educators. Discipline and classroom
management techniques or lack of had a strong connection to student achievement. What
was found was that society has a strong influence on how students behaved and
responded to adult attempts at discipline and control. Positive teacher-student
relationships were considered critical in democratic classroom management and high
student achievement. This research supports a relationship among teacher personality,
pupil ideology and academic achievement.
Bradley (2003) found that due to the increase in disruptive school behavior, the
teaching of social behavior skills is becoming a part of the American school curriculum.
Students are being given instruction to target proper behavior in school settings, where
they are learning rules, societal norms and consequences for behavior. This study was
conducted in fifth grade classrooms in suburban middle class schools. They used a
control group design where participants were randomly assigned to control and
experimental groups. There was a pretest survey done on the attitudes of social skills,
skills for dealing with feelings and skill alternatives to aggression to both groups.
Students were taught weekly lessons that lasted four weeks. Following the four-week
program, a posttest survey was administered to both experimental groups. Discipline
records were analyzed for a change both before and after the program. The goal of the
study was to determine if teaching a pro-social skills curriculum would affect the
behavior of students in the classroom. Kohn (2005) believes that working with students
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to solve behavioral issues help establish a supportive environment for learning, thus
increasing student achievement.
Classroom environment is shaped largely by teacher expectation. Because
expectations influence teachers’ covert attitudes and overt behaviors (Madden-Szeszko,
2000), all students in a classroom are impacted by the expectations teachers hold for all
students. Classroom interactions such as the amount of time a teacher spends with each
child, disciplinary techniques, and praise affect both how students feel about school and
their interpretation of their abilities.
Much of the literature on the factors that impact student achievement is
segmented and at times differing on views. What the literature review has shown is that
there are not established research patterns on the correlation between data-driven
instruction and student achievement. The literature suggests that there is a need for
further research in that specific area. More study is needed to establish teacher
perceptions of data-driven instruction to student achievement.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
There is an abundance of literature that focuses on the factors that impact on
student achievement. Student socioeconomic status, demographics and behavior were
frequently cited in the literature as the primary factors that impact achievement.
Literature on student achievement factors have been researched and studied by several
researchers such as Ogbu (2003), Guskey (2002), Klingele and Warrick (1990), and
Wagstaff (2002) to name a few. Reeves (2004) specifically noted in his studies that data-
driven instruction improves instructional strategies. Reeves’ studies reported teachers
felt that they had better ownership and control over the way they differentiated
instruction for their students based on data analysis. Even though student SES,
demographics and behavior impact students’ achievement, the researcher’s hypothesis
was based upon Dr. Doug Reeves’ studies on data-driven instruction and the
improvement of instructional strategies.
This study was conducted to determine if there is a perceived relationship of data-
driven instruction, student SES, demographics, behavior and perceived student
achievement. Specifically, it examined teachers’ perceptions concerning data-driven
instruction at Kennedy Elementary School.
The author’s hypothesis is that the teacher’s perceptions of the value of data-
driven instruction will be more related to perceived student achievement than student
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behavior, SES and demographics. Definitions of variables are presented and research
hypotheses are stated.
The illustration in Figure 2 outlines the variables for this study along with the
definitions for each variable.
Independent Variables Dependent Variable
(Teacher Perceptions)
Figure 2. Relationship Among the Variables
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Definition of the Variables
Dependent Variable
Student Achievement: The Dependent Variable in this study was measured
through knowledge of student data as collected, generated and analyzed by teachers. The
data was gathered at Kennedy through the school’s data teams. Each data team
discussed, updated, and monitored the reading, writing and math program in the school,
which encompassed developing appropriate reading, writing and math plans to meet
students’ needs.
Independent Variables
1. Data-driven instruction: Teacher use of data collected on standardized
assessments, teacher made assessments, SES, demographics, and student
behavior to form instructional practices that meet the specific needs of
students.
2. Student behavior: Teacher perceptions of the impact of student behavior in
the classroom on perceived student achievement.
3. Student SES: The socioeconomic status of the student as determined by
teacher perceptions of the student’s family income and its impact on perceived
student achievement.
4. Student Demographics: Teacher perceptions of the impact of student ethnicity
(African American, Hispanic and Caucasian) and Gender (Males and
Females) on perceived student achievement.
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The data collected on the teacher’s perception of the usefulness of data to
instruction was collected from a survey developed by the researcher. This instrument
was given to teachers of students in grades 1 -5 based on the data team on which they
serve. Teachers were asked how they used data to drive their instructional practices.
The following research questions attempted to explain the relationship between
the independent variables data-driven instruction, student behavior, student SES and
student demographics, and the dependent variable student achievement (teacher
perceptions):
Rqi: Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of data-driven
instruction and perceived student achievement?
Rqf. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student SES and
perceived student achievement?
Rqs'. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student
demographics and perceived student achievement?
Rq4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student behavior
and perceived student achievement?
Rqs'. Is there a relationship between teacher age, years of experience, gender,
race and their perceptions ofdata-driven instruction, student behavior,
SES, and demographics?
Rqe'. How is data-driven instruction operationalized in terms of teacher
discourse and practice?
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Rqj: What evidence is available from changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data teams?
Rqs: What evidence is available from changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data-driven instruction?
As the literature review in the previous chapter shows, there has been constant
debate in the education field regarding student socioeconomic status, student
demographics, and student behavior and its impact on student achievement. However,
the studies that have been conducted on data-driven instruction and its impact on student
achievement are minimal.
Limitations of the Study
The following may be limitations that occur while conducting the research.
1. Since the school has begun to hold monthly data team meetings, teachers may
be apprehensive about answering the survey honestly and candidly.
2. Giving the survey in the spring may alter the validity of the survey since
teachers are often tired and fmstrated with student performance and extra
assessments.
3. Teachers may be apprehensive about participating in an interview about data
teams and data-driven instruction with the assistant principal.
4. The principal may not be willing to continue if she senses the teachers’
apprehension.
5. This study cannot be generalized to other schools or school districts since the




The research design that was used in this study was a mixed method of
quantitative and qualitative approaches. To add to the comparison of qualitative and
quantitative research, Becker (1993) offers ways in which qualitative and quantitative
research differ. The first issue is that positivist’s traditions (quantitative) who believe
that a reality exists which can be investigated and analyzed. On the other hand,
researchers known as post positivists believe that although a reality exists, it can never be
analyzed, only approximated (Guba, 1990). Post positivist research attempts to include
multiple methods as a means of researching a problem. As a result of this theory, the
researcher conducted a mixed method study to show multiple methods of investigating
the problem associated with teacher perceptions of factors that impact perceived student
achievement.
A quantitative, correlation design was used to show if there was a relationship
between perceived student achievement and teacher’s perceptions of data-driven
instruction, student SES, demographics, and student behavior. A survey was used to
collect data. Questions were developed to test the hypotheses previously described. The
results were analyzed in order to explain the relationships between each independent
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variable to the dependant variable. The data were analyzed in relation to the theoretical
framework which focused on the independent variables: teacher’s perceptions of data-
driven instruction, student SES, demographics, and student behavior and how strongly
each was correlated to the dependent variable of perceived student achievement. The
analysis provided statistical data regarding the hypotheses.
A qualitative process for collecting data was used for documenting the reality of
practice in the school being studied. According to Bogdan and Bilken (2003), qualitative
researchers “go to the particular setting under study because they are concerned with
context. They feel that action can best be understood when it is observed in the setting in
which it occurs” (p. 4). Qualitative Research provides a foundation for producing broad
generalizability. Generalizability can be defined as the extension of research findings
and conclusions from a study conducted on a sample population to the population at
large. By using a sample population for gathering research data, one can generalize the
results to a larger population. However, this research was isolated in one school with a
limited number ofparticipants.
Qualitative Research explores traits of individuals and settings that cannot easily
be described numerically. The information is largely verbal and is collected through
observation, description, and recording (Charles, 1995). One form of data collection
common to qualitative research is through the process of using in-depth, open-ended
interviews. By setting up a situation where an interviewer guides the participant through
a series of questions, data related to a particular topic can be collected. The data from
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interviews consist of “direct quotations from people about their experiences, opinions,
feelings, and knowledge” (Patton, 1990, p. 12).
The purpose of this part of the study was to hold interviews with teachers to
investigate their views related to their perceptions of data teams, data analysis and data-
driven instruction in their school during the school year. The objective was to identify
patterns and themes that characterized their perceptions of data teams, data analysis and
data-driven instruction during the school year. This process consisted of interviews with
teachers. Data and information from the teacher interviews formed the qualitative data
for the study. The interviews were audio-taped and written transcription developed
afterward. The same questions were posed to all interview participants; yet, the
researcher remained flexible enough to let the participants elaborate and to reflect orally
on their responses. Participants were asked to answer questions from the perspective of
their work in data teams and data-driven instruction in the sample school. By using the
same questions, it was possible to draw conclusions from both similar and differing
responses. Open-ended responses allowed the researcher to better understand the
teachers’ perceptions about data teams and data-driven instruction. In order to analyze
the data from interviews, audiotapes were transcribed. The data were coded and
categorized into common themes from the interview responses.
This study was an exploratory effort in that no baseline data from Kennedy
Elementary School existed on the use of data teams and data-driven instruction and its
relationship to perceived student achievement. A mixed method was chosen for this
study to allow the data collection to be formulated from personal descriptions from the
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teachers interviewed and the use of numbers to quantify the responses gathered from the
survey involving teachers’ perceptions of the independent variables: data-driven
instruction, student SES, demographics, and behavior to the dependent variable:
perceived student achievement.
Data Validity and Trustworthiness
The researcher implemented several recommended methods by Lincoln and Cuba
(1985) and Creswell (1998) to assure the credibility and validity of this study’s findings.
A peer debriefer was consulted and used, along with member checking throughout this
process. Lincoln and Guba describe peer debriefing as a process to keep the researcher
honest. A professional colleague was asked to audit the process to ensure that the
research was conducted in a professional and credible manner. The researcher’s role in
this study is that of the assistant principal. The peer debriefer in this case was the
principal of the school in which the study was conducted. She was consulted regularly
throughout the study for approval of the interview questions, survey instrument and to
review the data collected from teachers with the researcher after collection and analysis.
In light of this fact, and to keep the study dependable and reliable, data related to the
interviews, methods of inquiry and other conversations related to the study were
discussed with and provided to the peer debriefer throughout the study.
Member checking was a second source of credibility used in the qualitative area
of this study. Each interview was taped, transcribed, summarized and reviewed by the
participants. The purpose ofmember checking was to ensure the accuracy of the
information collected from all participants.
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In addition to peer debriefing and member checking, triangulation of the data took
place with the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data. Furthermore, rich
descriptions of the qualitative data were used to increase the transferability of the
quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 1998).
Sample Population
The population for the survey was comprised of pre-kindergarten-fifth grade
teachers. Of these teachers, 40 had homerooms and had been at the school for at least
two years. All 40 were invited and participated in the survey.
The reason for making the decision to work with teachers in one particular school
who had been at this school for at least two years was twofold. First, it was important to
explore and understand the perceptions of a group of teachers involved in data analysis
and data-driven instruction as a school for the first time for comparison of previous years.
Their experiences to instructional practices prior to the use of student data analysis gave
meaning to their perceptions of data-driven instruction after the institution of data teams
and data analysis during the school year.
The second reason for working with one particular school was practical. This
school had leadership, ofwhich the researcher was a part, committed to the institution of
data teams, data analysis and data-driven instruction. As a result, a systematic and
detailed explanation of how data teams would operate was provided to the researcher.
Therefore, the researcher was able to get teachers full perceptions of the process in
relationship to their views on how data-driven instruction impacted student achievement.
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Participants were apprised of the confidentiality of their responses before hand.
Although all 40 of the teachers participated in the survey, it did not determine the identity
of the respondents. This allowed for the respondents to be candid throughout the survey.
There was no record of identity of the respondents on the survey.
Teachers were asked to volunteer for individual interviews. Five teachers agreed
to be interviewed and were given the interview questions prior to the interview along
with the consent to read and sign. The consent consisted of the purpose of the study,
what the participants needed to do in the study and a statement assuring confidentiality.
To protect the teachers from the study, the researcher named the teachers Subjects A-E.
Description of the Instrument
The survey instrument was developed by the researcher and examined by
professors whose expertise is in the field ofK-12 education, leadership, and research.
The instrument was also inspected and edited by the school system’s research and
development department prior to being disbursed. The instrument was tested one week
before being conducted at the school by a group of teachers who have experience in
technology and statistics to help ensure reliability. The researcher used multiple
questions for the measurement of each concept to enhance the survey instruments’
reliability. The survey consisted of four sections, which were carefully aligned with the
variables being studied. The moderated variables were teacher age, gender, race and
years of experience. Teachers were asked to provide demographic data at the conclusion
of the survey. Numerous instruments were studied to formulate similar questions for the
survey.
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Demographic Data on Teachers
Table I presents the demographic data on teachers:
• 30% the teachers were 31-35 years old
• 32.5% of the teachers had 2-4 years experience
• 74.5% of teachers were Caucasian
• 95% of the teachers were female
• 50% of the teachers hold a Master’s degree
Table 1
Demographic Data on Teachers




25-30 10 25.0 25.0 25.0
31-35 12 30.0 30.0 55.0
36-40 3 7.5 7.5 62.5
41-44 4 10.0 10.0 72.5
45-49 5 12.5 12.5 85.0
50-54 6 15.0 15.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0
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Table 1 (continued)




2-4 years 13 32.5 32.5 32.5
5-7 years 5 12.5 12.5 45.0
8-10 years 8 20.0 20.0 65.0
11-15 years 3 7.5 7.5 72.5
16-19 years 2 5.0 5.0 77.5
20+ years 9 22.5 22.5 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0
Teacher Race
African American 7 17.5 17.9 17.9
Caucasian 29 72.5 74.4 92.3
Hispanic 2 5.0 5.1 97.4
Multiracial 1 2.5 2.6 100.0
Total 39 97.5 100.0








Male 2 5.0 5.0 5.0
Female 38 95.0 95.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0
Teacher Education Level
Bachelor 19 47.5 47.5 47.5
Master 20 50.0 50.0 97.5
Specialist 1 2.5 2.5 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0
Validity and Reliability of the Instrument
The survey was piloted to a small selected sample of teachers, one week prior to
issuing, to ensure clarity, readability and interpretation of each item. Face validity was
obtained by including items to address each independent variable and dependent variable
as outlined in Chapter III. A professor at Clark Atlanta University was asked to verify
alignment of the variables. Each question was analyzed carefully for full interpretation.
Table 2 displays an outline portrayal of the variable administered in the questionnaire.
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Table 2
Outline ofVariables in Survey
Items Variables




The population for the survey was comprised of pre-kindergarten-fifth grade
teachers; of these teachers, 40 have homerooms and have been at the school for at least
two years. The survey was distributed and explained by the researcher and collected by a
non participating teacher the same day. The surveys were analyzed using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to interpret the results. The level for each test
was set at the .05 significance level. The Analysis ofPearson Correlation was the
selected formula for interpretation. Table 1 shows the distribution of demographic data
of the sample population using category, number and percentage of the sample and the
missing cases.
The interview protocol consisted of open-ended questions directly aligned with
the qualitative research questions. The purpose for gathering and collecting responses to
the questions was to capture the viewpoints of the teachers in regards to their work on the
creation of the data teams and data-driven instruction on student achievement for the
2004-2005 school year. It was designed to be conducted in the school so that the
participants felt comfortable in their own environment, thus allowing a naturalistic
approach where the events the researcher was interested in naturally occur as described
by Bogdan and Bilken (2003).
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Data Collection Procedures
The researcher explained the survey instrument to teachers at the selected school
in the final data team meeting. Teachers completed the surveys at the end of the meeting
without the presence of the researcher. Surveys were collected by a teacher not
participating in the survey, placed in a sealed envelope and given to the researcher.
The second step in the data collection process was the individual interviews at the
elementary school in the study. The interviews were audio taped and transcribed. A
summary of the transcription was copied and given to each teacher for member checking
and approval. During the individual interview sets, field notes including responses,
respondents’ facial expressions, and gestures were noted.
In order to analyze the researcher’s data, the audiotapes from the individual
interviews were transcribed. Data that were similar in phrases, participants’ thinking, and
events that repeated themselves were coded and categorized in order to better imderstand
and organize the data. Data were reviewed and broad emergent themes were identified.
The next phase of data analysis involved a closer look at the emergent themes in an
attempt to narrow the broad categories. Topics that helped the researcher’s study were
categorized and coded into themes. The themes were consistent and relevant to the study.
The next phase of analysis identified patterns that synthesized participants’ responses and
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The quantitative data were gathered in relation to the theoretical framework
which focused on the independent variables of teacher perceptions of student SES,
demographics, behavior and data-driven instruction and how these may be related to the
dependent variable of perceived student achievement. The analysis provided statistical
data regarding teacher perceptions at Kennedy Elementary School. The data were
analyzed in the order of the research questions that were derived from the theoretical
framework. The Pearson correlations were conducted in response to the specified
research questions about the relationships of each of the independent variables to the
dependent variable. These correlations were placed into several tables to revolve around
the respective research questions. In this chapter the data analysis is presented for the
investigation and measurement of the research hypothesis regarding the factors that show
a correlation to student achievement. The data in response to the respective research
questions for the study examining teacher perceptions of data-driven instruction, student
SES, demographics, and discipline and how these may be related to perceived student
achievement are outlined below.
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Correlation Analysis in Response to Research Questions
Data on teacher perceptions of data-driven instruction, student SES, student
demographics and its impact on perceived student achievement are presented in
tables along with data on the moderator variables and their relationship to the
independent variables. The research question and the corresponding data follow.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The data were analyzed using a Pearson correlation in the order of the research
questions to determine if there was a relationship between the independent and dependent
variables. The following research questions attempt to explain if there is a relationship
between teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction and student achievement.
Analysis ofResearch Questions 1 Through 5
Rqj: Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions ofdata-driven
instruction andperceived student achievement?
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.757 with a sig. =
0.000 between teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction and perceived student
achievement (Table 3). Therefore, there is a strong relationship between teachers’
perceptions of data-driven instruction and perceived student achievement.
The data were analyzed using a Pearson correlation in the order of the research
questions to determine if there was a relationship between the independent and dependent
variables. The following research questions will attempt to explain if there is a
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Table 3
Pearson r Correlation for Rqi
Data driven Achievement
Data driven Pearson Correlation
1 .757
Sig. (2-tailed) • .000
N 40 40
Achievement Pearson Correlation .757 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 •
N 40 40
relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student SES and perceived student
achievement.
Rq2: Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions ofstudent SES and
perceived student achievement?
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.621 with a sig. =
0.000 between teachers’ perceptions of student SES and perceived student achievement.
Therefore, there is a moderate relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student SES
and perceived student achievement.
The data were analyzed using a Pearson correlation in the order of the research
questions (Table 4) to determine if there was a relationship between the independent and
dependent variables. The following research questions attempt to explain if there is a
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Table 4





Sig. (2-tailed) • .000
N 40 40
SES Pearson Correlation .621 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 •
N 40 40
relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student demographics and perceived
student achievement.
Rqs'. Is there a relationship between teachers 'perceptions ofstudent
demographics andperceived student achievement?
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.586 with a sig. =
0.000 between teachers’ perceptions of student demographics and perceived student
achievement. Therefore, there is a moderate relationship between teachers’ perceptions
of student demographics and perceived student achievement.
The data were analyzed using a Pearson correlation in the order of the research
questions (Table 5) to determine if there was a relationship between the independent and
dependent variables. The following research questions will attempt to explain if there is
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Table 5
Pearson r Correlationfor Rqj
Achievement Demo
Achievement Pearson Correlation 1 .586
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 40 40
Demo Pearson Correlation .586 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 •
N 40 40
a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student behavior and perceived student
achievement.
Rq4: Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions ofstudent behavior
andperceived student achievement?
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.407 with a sig. =
0.009 between teachers’ perceptions of student behavior and perceived student
achievement. Therefore, there is a strong relationship between teachers’ perceptions of
student behavior and perceived student achievement.
The data were analyzed using a Pearson correlation in the order of the research
questions (Table 6) to determine if there was a relationship between the moderator
variables and the independent and dependent variables. The following research questions
will attempt to explain if there is a relationship between teacher age, years of experience.
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Table 6
Pearson r Correlationfor Rq4
Achievement Behavior
Achievement Pearson Correlation 1 .407
Sig. (2-tailed) .009
N 40 40
Behavior Pearson Correlation .407 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .009 •
N 40 40
gender, race, degree and their perceptions of data-driven instruction, student behavior,
student SES, and students’ demographics.
Rq^: Is there a relationship between teacher age, years ofexperience, gender,
race, degree and theirperceptions ofdata-driven instruction, student
behavior, student SES, and students ’ demographics?
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.019 with a
sig. = 0.906 between teachers age and their perceptions of data-driven
instruction
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.208 with a
sig. = 0.197 between teachers age and their perceptions of student behavior
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.265 with a
sig. = 0.099 between teachers age and their perceptions of student SES
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.210 with a
sig. = 0.193 between teachers age and their perceptions of student
demographics
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.032 with a
sig. = 0.847 between teachers years of experience and their perceptions of
data-driven instruction
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.314 with a
sig. = 0.048 between teachers years of experience and their perceptions of
student behavior
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.166 with a
sig. = 0.305 between teachers years of experience and their perceptions of
student SES
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.181 with a
sig. = 0.264 between teachers years of experience and their perceptions of
student demographics
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.018 with a
sig. = 0.911 between teachers gender and their perceptions of data-driven
instruction
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.095 with a
sig. = 0.561 between teachers gender and their perceptions of student behavior
The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.031 with a
sig. = 0.851 between teachers gender and their perceptions of student SES
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• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.155 with a
sig. = 0.339 between teachers gender and their perceptions of student
demographics
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.009 with a
sig. = 0.957 between teachers race and their perceptions of data-driven
instruction
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.004 with a
sig. = 0.981 between teachers race and their perceptions of student behavior
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.164 with a
sig. = 0.320 between teachers race and their perceptions of student SES
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.050 with a
sig. = 0.762 between teachers race and their perceptions of student
demographics
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.053 with a
sig. = 0.745 between teachers degree and their perceptions of data-driven
instruction
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.049 with a
sig. = 0.763 between teachers degree and their perceptions of student behavior
• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = -0.189 with a
sig. = 0.242 between teachers degree and their perceptions of student SES
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• The analysis yielded a Pearson r Correlation coefficient of r = 0.199 with a
sig. = 0.219 between teachers degree and their perceptions of student
demographics
Therefore, there is no relationship between teacher age, years of experience,
gender, race, degree and their perceptions of data-driven instruction, student behavior,
student SES, and students’ demographics.
Table 7
Pearson r Correlationfor Rqs
Age Exp Gender Race Degree Data-driven
Age Pearson Correlation 1 .813 -.064 .151 .076 .019
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .696 .358 .640 .906
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Exp Pearson Correlation .813 1 -.051 .197 .198 .032
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .757 .229 .220 .847
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Gender Pearson Correlation -.064 -.051 1 -.066 .021 -.018
Sig. (2-tailed) .696 .757 .688 .898 .911
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Race Pearson Correlation .151 .197 -.066 1 .086 -.009
Sig. (2-tailed) .358 .229 .688 .603 .957
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
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Table 7 (continued)
Age Exp Gender Race Degree Data-driven
Degree Pearson Correlation .076 .198 .021 .086 1 .053
Sig. (2-tailed) .640 .220 .898 .603 .745
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Data-driven Pearson Correlation .019 .032 -.018 -.009 .053 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .906 .847 .911 .957 .745
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Behavior Pearson Correlation .208 .314 -.095 .004 .049 .014
Sig. (2-tailed) .197 .048 .561 .981 .763 .929
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
SES Pearson Correlation .265 .166 -.031 .164 -.189 .354
Sig. (2-tailed) .099 .305 .851 .320 .242 .025
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Demo Pearson Correlation .210 .181 -.155 -.050 .199 .275
Sig. (2-tailed) .193 .264 .339 .762 .219 .086
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
Achievement Pearson Correlation .133 .136 1 o .045 .108 .757
Sig. (2-tailed) .414 .403 .527 .786 .509 .000
N 40 40 40 39 40 40
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Table 7 (continued)
Behavior SES Demo Achievement
Age Pearson Correlation .208 .265 .210 .133
Sig. (2-tailed) .197 .099 .193 .414
N 40 40 40 40
Exp Pearson Correlation .314 .166 .181 .136
Sig. (2-tailed) .048 .305 .264 .403
N 40 40 40 40
Gender Pearson Correlation -.095 -.031 1* -.103
Sig. (2-tailed) .561 .851 .339 .527
N 40 40 40 40
Race Pearson Correlation .004 .164 -.050 .045
Sig. (2-tailed) .981 .320 .762 .786
N 40 40 40 40
Degree Pearson Correlation .049 -.189 .199 .108
Sig. (2-tailed) .763 .242 .219 .509
N 40 40 40 40
Data-driven Pearson Correlation .014 .354 .275 .757
Sig. (2-tailed) .929 .025 .086 .000
N 40 40 40 40
Behavior Pearson Correlation 1 .189 .237 .407
Sig. (2-tailed) .243 .141 .009
N 40 40 40 40
SES Pearson Correlation .189 1 .524 .621
Sig. (2-tailed) .243 • .001 .000
N 40 40 40 40
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Table 7 (continued)
Behavior SES Demo Achievement
Demo Pearson Correlation .237 .524 1 .586
Sig. (2-tailed) .141 .001 .000
N 40 40 40 40
Achievement Pearson Correlation .407 .621 .586 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .000 .000
N 40 40 40 40
In qualitative research, “data analysis is the process of systematically searching
and arranging the interview, transcripts, field notes, and other materials that you
accumulate to increase your own understanding of them and to enable you to present
what you have discovered to others” (Bogdan & Biklen, p. 153). Through the use of data
analysis, emerging themes and trends about teachers’ perceptions of student SES,
demographics, behavior and data-driven instruction, and their impact on perceived
student achievement were identified from within the transcripts.
Five teachers volunteered to be interviewed regarding research questions six
through eight. The interviewees were all from the same school in which the survey was
conducted. Five questions were given in order to determine teacher’s perceptions of the
value of data teams and data-driven instruction for the school year.
During the collection stage, audio recordings were transcribed as soon as possible
after the live interview in order to gain familiarity with the contents. Upon review of
each transcript, the researcher read through the written transcription, made notes and
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highlighted main ideas. Key words and phrases were picked out and quotes deemed of
importance were marked for future reference. Special attention was given to similar
answers or repeated phrases. Those answers and phrases became the focus of the
research conclusions and provided emphasis for detailed investigation. From the audio
recordings, there were a total of 16 pages of transcriptions taken from the five





Transcription Date Time Length
Subject A 4 May 25 1:00 pm 15 minutes
Subject B 4 May 25 1:30 pm 15 minutes
Subject C 2 May 25 2:00 pm 10 minutes
Subject D 2 May 25 2:30 pm 10 minutes
Subject E 4 May 25 3:00 pm 20 minutes
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Analysis ofResearch Questions 6 Through 8
Rqe: How is data-driven instruction operationalized in terms of teacher
discourse andpractice?
Rq?: What evidence is availablefrom changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data teams?
Rqg: What evidence is available from changes in instructionalpractices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data-driven instruction?
Summary
Question #1: How do youfeel about the data team institution process
at the school this year?
Subjects A-D believed that the data team institution process at the school has in
some way been successful. They felt that it was meaningful, positive, valuable, and a
good way to collect and analyze data on students. Subject E began to answer the
question by saying, “I don’t have feelings one way or the other.” However as the answer
continued to evolve, the final observation from Subject E was that the data team process
“probably helped teachers in that their focus for in-depth data collection was only on one
subject area.”
Question #2: Do you believe there is a relationship between data driven
instruction and student achievement?
All five of the participants believed that there is a relationship between data-
driven instruction and student achievement. Subject C stated that teachers need to know
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where students begin so that they will know where to instruct. Subject D said, “That
looking at student data gives teachers a goal that is achievable by their students.”
Question #3: Do you think there is a relationship between your age, years
experience, gender, race andyour perceptions ofdata driven
instruction?
Subjects A and B believed that there may be a relationship between teachers’
experience and perception of data-driven instruction. Subject A stated that the more
experience a teacher has allows for a more in-depth understanding of the need for
improvement in instruction.
Subjects C-E did not believe that there was a relationship between teachers’
experience and perception of data-driven instruction. Subject D said, “Regardless of age,
race and experience, I would feel the same about it... we’ve got to do what’s best for
kids.” Subject E felt that the teacher’s learning style, personality and interest in data
analysis played the biggest role in their perceptions of data-driven instruction.
Question #4: How is data-driven instruction operationalized in terms ofyour
instructional practices in the classroom?
All five of the participants expressed that data-driven instruction was
operationalized in terms of their instructional practices in that they took a look at the
student data to see strengths and weakness, then planned instruction based on student
needs. Subject E felt they were able to make informed decisions about instruction and
the length of time on different parts of the curriculum by looking closely at student data.
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Question #5: Do you think this school has evidence available from changes
in instructionalpractices and student achievement since
adapting data teams and data-driven instruction?
Four of the five participants believed that the school has evidence available from
changes in instructional practices and student achievement since adopting data teams and
data-driven instruction. They feel that they understand that collecting and analyzing data
takes time, there has been an increase in percentages on student assessment, and that
teachers play a more active roll in the school improvement process. Subject A felt that
although there was evidence, there may not be a full awareness ofwhat the evidence is.
Subject A said, “The reason for this is that many teachers feel that they were being
measured by the success of their students instead of using data to measure student
achievement.”
Subject E did not believe that the school had been long enough into the process to
show evidence. However, the belief fi'om this subject was that if the school continued to
hold data team meetings and data-driven instruction that there would eventually be
evidence of student achievement from changes in instructional practices.
Individual Cases
This section provides findings across the five participants as individual cases to
document the emerging themes. Five themes were identified from the interviews with
Subjects A-E. Tables 9-13 show the themes that emerged from the research interviews as
each question was posed.
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Table 9
Themes Emergingfrom Subject A ’s Interview
Interview Question Themes
How do you feel about the data team
institution process at the school this
year?
Do you believe there is a relationship
between data-driven instruction and
student achievement?
Do you think there is a relationship
between you age, years experience,
gender, race, and your perceptions of
data-driven instruction?
How is data-driven instruction
operationalized in terms of your
instructional practices in the
classroom?
Do you think this school has evidence
available from changes in instructional
practices and student achievement since
adapting data teams and data-driven
instruction?
Meaningful data analysis
Student measure; Instructional strategies
Impact of teacher experience





Themes Emergingfrom Subject B’s Interview
Interview Question Themes
How do you feel about the data team
institution process at the school this
year?
Do you believe there is a relationship
between data-driven instruction and
student achievement?
Do you think there is a relationship
between you age, years experience,
gender, race, and your perceptions of
data-driven instruction?
How is data-driven instruction
operationalized in terms of your
instructional practices in the
classroom?
Do you think this school has evidence
available from changes in instructional
practices and student achievement since
adapting data teams and data-driven
instruction?
Student data analysis
Instructional strategies; Impact of student
outcomes
Impact of teacher experience
School improvement planning;
Instructional Strategies
School wide data collection and analysis
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Table 11
Themes Emergingfrom Subject C’s Interview
Interview Question Themes
How do you feel about the data team
institution process at the school this
year?
Do you believe there is a relationship
between data-driven instruction and
student achievement?
Do you think there is a relationship
between you age, years experience,
gender, race, and your perceptions of
data-driven instruction?
How is data-driven instruction
operationalized in terms of your
instructional practices in the
classroom?
Do you think this school has evidence
available from changes in instructional
practices and student achievement since
adapting data teams and data-driven
instruction?
Teacher and student growth
Student data; Instructional strategies
No impact
Student strengths and weaknesses;
Instructional strategies




Themes Emergingfrom Subject D ’s Interview
Interview Question Themes
How do you feel about the data team
institution process at the school this
year?
Do you believe there is a relationship
between data-driven instruction and
student achievement?
Do you think there is a relationship
between you age, years experience,
gender, race, and your perceptions of
data-driven instruction?
How is data-driven instruction
operationalized in terms of your
instructional practices in the
classroom?
Do you think this school has evidence
available from changes in instructional
practices and student achievement since
adapting data teams and data-driven
instruction?
Data collection and analysis
Goals and expectations; Instructional
strategies
No impact
Instructional strategies; Lesson planning




Themes Emergingfrom Subject E’s Interview
Interview Question Themes
How do you feel about the data team
institution process at the school this
year?
Do you believe there is a relationship
between data-driven instruction and
student achievement?
Do you think there is a relationship
between you age, years experience,
gender, race, and your perceptions of
data-driven instruction?
How is data-driven instruction
operationalized in terms ofyour
instructional practices in the
classroom?
Do you think this school has evidence
available from changes in instructional
practices and student achievement since
adapting data teams and data-driven
instruction?
Gathering and analyzing student data;
Instructional strategies
Awareness of student data
Interest in data




From an assessment of the individual perspectives of the five participants, the
researcher looked for data across cases to find common themes to give further credence
to the research findings. The examination of data yielded four major areas in which
themes emerged. These themes included (1) the teacher’s perceptions of data teams and
data-driven instruction in relationship to the school and their classrooms; (2) the impact
on data teams and data-driven instruction and the awareness of student data for lesson
planning purposes; (3) the impact on data teams and data-driven instruction on
instructional strategies in the classroom; and (4) the impact on data teams and data-driven
instruction and decision making on perceived student achievement.
All five participants provided an explanation of their perceptions of data teams
and data-driven instruction in the school. While the explanations were not the same, each
participant had similar ideas as to how they perceived the institution of data teams and
data-driven instruction. Each felt that data team institution process was successful at the
school. All five of the participants perceived that there was a relationship between data-
driven instruction and perceived student achievement. By looking at how students are
performing and basing instructional strategies, content and the amount of time spent on
curriculum items, teachers were able to set high expectations. They all agreed that their
students were living up to the expectations that they set as a result of data analysis
through data teams.
In today’s high-stakes accountability, educators including school leaders and
teachers need meaningful information on student to make the best instructional decisions
for their students. School leaders need student data to show how students performed to
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determine if instructional strategies are making a difference. Educators using data-driven
instruction will be able to improve practices by pinpointing problems and transforming
them into new opportunities. Data-driven instruction is a diagnostic tool that encourages
teachers to differentiate to meet student needs.
The purpose of this study was to examine the problem of perceived student
achievement and its relationship to teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction,
student socioeconomic status, student demographics, and student behavior. The
quantitative data, through a Pearson r Correlation found that there was a stronger
relationship to data-driven instruction and perceived student achievement than student
SES and perceived student achievement, student demographics and perceived student
achievement, and student behavior and perceived student achievement. In particular this
study found that teachers at Kennedy Elementary School perceived that the institution of
data teams and data-driven instruction impacted perceived student achievement.
As described in Chapter IV, the study reported here consisted of a mixed method
of quantitative and qualitative approaches to show multiple methods of investigating the
problem associated with teacher perceptions of data-driven instruction and its impact on
perceived student achievement. Quantitative methods were used to quantify the results of
teacher perceptions in numerical statistics and Qualitative methods were used to allow
openness and detail to make out the meaning of the experience of the participants.
Bogdan and Biklen (2003) describe data analysis as the process of systematically
searching and arranging data collected to increase your own understanding and enable
you to present what you have discovered to others.
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents the findings of the study, conclusions, implications, and
recommendations. The purpose of this study was to examine teacher perceptions of
factors that affect perceived student academic achievement at Kennedy Elementary
School. Factors that were explored were teacher’s perceptions of data-driven instruction,
student socioeconomic status, demographics, and behavior. The researcher was guided
by the following research questions:
Rqi: Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of data-driven
instruction and perceived student achievement?
Rq2'. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student SES and
perceived student achievement?
Rqs’. Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student
demographics and perceived student achievement?
Rq4: Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student behavior
and perceived student achievement?
Rqs: Is there a relationship between teacher age, years of experience, gender,




Rqc. How is data-driven instruction operationalized in terms of teacher
discourse and practice?
Rqy: What evidence is available from changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data teams?
Rqs'. What evidence is available from changes in instructional practices and
perceived student achievement since adopting data-driven instruction?
The target population for this study was 40 homeroom teachers who had been at
Kennedy for at least two years. All 40 participated in the survey. Teachers volunteered
for individual interviews. Participants were given the interview questions prior to the
interview.
The study used the Teachers ’ Perceptions ofFactors That Impact Student
Achievement self developed survey to determine teachers’ perceptions of factors that
impact perceived student achievement. The Pearson r Correlation was used to answer
five of the eight research questions. The interview process was used in order to answer
three of the research questions.
Findings
The purpose of the current study was to focus on relationships between perceived
student achievement and teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction, student
socioeconomic status, student demographics, and student behavior. This study identified
correlations between teachers’ perception of data-driven instruction to perceived student
achievement, student economic status to perceived student achievement, student
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demographics to perceived student achievement and student behavior to perceived
student achievement.
Research Question 1: There is a correlation between teachers’ perceptions of
data-driven instruction and perceived student achievement.
Research Question 2: There is a correlation between teachers’ perceptions of
student SES and perceived student achievement.
Research Question 3: There is a correlation between teachers’ perceptions of
student demographics and perceived student achievement.
Research Question 4: There is a correlation between teachers’ perceptions of
student behavior and perceived student achievement.
Research Question 5: There is no correlation between teacher age, years of
experience, gender, race degree and their perceptions of data-driven instruction,
student behavior, student SES, and students’ demographics.
Using Pearson’s correlation, the results from this study indicated a strong
correlation between the dependent variable of perceived student achievement and
the independent variable of data-driven instruction with Pearson r =0.757, sig.
0.000. The results indicated moderate correlations between perceived student
achievement and student SES and student demographics with Pearson r = 0.621,
sig. 0.000 and r = 0.586, sig. 0.000 respectively. Although there was a
relationship between perceived student achievement and teacher perceptions of
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student SES and demographics, it was a moderate correlation. The findings in the
Pearson correlation found a strong relationship between the dependent variable of
perceived student achievement and the independent variable of student behavior
with Pearson r =0.407, sig. 0.009. Based on this, teachers did believe that there
was a relationship between perceived student achievement and behavior.
The findings of research questions 1 -4 supported the literature review that there is
a relationship between data-driven instruction, student SES, student demographics,
student behavior and perceived student achievement. The findings further suggested that
data-driven instruction had a greater impact on perceived student achievement than the
other variables.
Research Question 6\ Data-driven instruction is operationalized in terms of
teacher discourse and practice through teachers’ taking a closer look at student
data and planning lessons and instruction based on student need.
Research Question 7: Evidence available fi'om changes in instructional practices
and perceived student achievement since adopting data teams can be found in a
more active role played by teachers in the school improvement process, and
discussions of perceived student achievement in data team meetings.
Research Question 8: Evidence available from changes in instructional practices
and perceived student achievement since adopting data-driven instruction can be
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found in the planning of lessons by teachers based on the student data collected
and analyzed.
The participants in the study continued to believe that data-driven instruction
needed to become an important part of the lesson planning and instructional
process in their classes on a daily basis. They expressed that they did have
evidence of change in their instructional practices since adopting data teams. For
these teachers, playing a more active role in the school improvement process, data
collection and analysis made them better at the plarming of instructional practices
based on student need. Beliefs such as these will lead to an improvement of
instruction ultimately increasing perceived student achievement.
Conclusions
This study has proven results in response to the Pearson correlation as respect to
perceived student achievement. Teachers perceived data-driven instruction, student
socioeconomic status and student demographics to be strongly correlated to perceived
student achievement.
The researcher found the strongest relationship between teachers’ perceptions of
the impact of data-driven instruction and perceived student achievement than their
perceptions of student SES, demographics, behavior and teacher demographics.
Although all factors play a significant role on perceived student achievement, in this
study, data-driven instruction was the greatest. This supports the researcher’s hypothesis
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that the teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction would be more related to
perceived student achievement than student behavior, SES, and demographics.
By individually interviewing each subject on their perceptions of data-driven
instruction to student achievement and instructional practices, candid and honest
perceptions about how it is operationalized at Kennedy Elementary School was obtained.
Though change in instructional practices is evident at Kennedy due to data-driven
instruction, there is still a long way to go.
The researcher determined that the research supports the findings in the study.
Teachers in their responses to both the survey and interviews indicated that there was a
strong relationship between data-driven instruction and perceived student achievement.
Though the greatest factor that seemed to impact perceived student achievement
in this study was teachers’ perceptions of data-driven instruction, the school would have
to continue to develop data-driven instruction to show an increase in perceived student
achievement in academic areas.
Implications
Data-driven instruction is increasingly common in schools. More teachers and
school leaders are improving their instructional decisions based on student achievement
data (Reeves, 2004). Data analysis should be seen as a destination instead of a begiiming.
The ultimate goal of data-driven instruction is for teachers to look at ways to improve
academic excellence and equity through the use of data analysis. The decision making
process in schools has historically been shaped by a variety of fianctions. These functions
include principal leadership styles, teacher beliefs and expectations and formal
73
curriculum objectives. However, data-driven instruction will ensure that instructional
decisions will be based on actual student needs.
The second implication is that teachers inherently know how to collaborate for the
discussions of data, data analysis and instructional strategies. School leaders hold the
responsibility of finding the time needed for teachers to collaborate, along with fostering
true collegiality and the belief in collaboration and data analysis. Effective collaboration
among teams of teachers is an instructional strategy for strengthening the teaching and
learning environment. “Working in collaborative situations exposes teachers to new
ideas, to working on problems collectively, and to learning from the very people who
understand the complexity of their work best their own colleagues” (Lieberman 1988,
p. 7).
In the time ofaccountability, school leaders find that they have to make some
change in the teaching techniques and strategies. Since Kennedy Elementary School has
found that teachers perceive that data-driven instruction does impact perceived student
achievement, school leaders have the responsibility of giving teachers the opportunity to
collaborate for the purpose of the analysis of student data, and the collection of
instructional strategies used for data-driven instruction. This in turn will cause changes
in instructional practices and an increase in perceived student achievement.
Recommendations
Data-driven instruction has become institutionalized at Kennedy Elementary
School to change instructional practices with the goal of increased student achievement.
It is recommended that this school continue to develop data teams and data-driven
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instruction so that using student data to drive instruction becomes natural and automatic.
During this process, teachers should gain more trust between each other and the
administrative team through constant collaboration and communication. They will also
need to continue to correlate current student data to instructional practices in all aspects
of the classroom.
It is reconunended that the teachers at Kennedy factor in the changes in student
demographic information to their data analysis. One of the findings in the study was that
student demographics and SES are related to perceived student achievement. If this is
true, the use of this data in instructional practices will help teachers become more
sensitive to all needs of students, giving teachers a greater ability to impact student
achievement.
As Kermedy’s data-driven instructional practices evolve, it is recommended that
the process of data teams and data-driven instruction be shared and implemented in other
schools in the school district. This will help teachers in other schools across the district
improve their instructional practices by looking at individual student needs.
It is recommended that as Kennedy Elementary School teacher’s move from true
data team meetings for the purposes of data analysis discussion to instructional strategy
sessions. As found in the literature, effective collaboration among teams of teachers is an
instructional strategy for strengthening the teaching and learning environment. As teams
of teachers gather to look at student data, it is recommended that meetings become
strategy sessions for the purposes of improving instructional practices.
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It is also recommended that the teachers at Kennedy use student feedback and
data discussion as an active part of instruction. Teachers should have a self-assessment
rubric for use \vith the students to show their academic progress. As teachers become
more aware of individual student needs through data collection and analysis, they should
include the students quarterly in the process. By including students in the data process,
both students and parents become aware of academic achievement several times
throughout the year.
The final recommendation from the researcher is that the teachers at Kennedy
share current student data with stakeholders. In this time of accountability, school data is
public record. However, it may not always show the true picture of the school. Guskey
(2002) talks about tests and assessments not being the only document of student
achievement. As teachers become more aware and comfortable with data analysis and
student growth, sharing with stakeholders quarterly will help ensure an understanding of
the students in which the community serves.
The findings of positive perceptions of the impact of data-driven instruction on
student achievement leave the researcher to believe that this practice will continue in
Kennedy Elementary School and possibly the school district. As a result, further research




This survey is designed to obtain your honest opinion of this school’s data teams in order
to investigate your perceptions of the value of data-driven instruction. Your answers will
be kept totally confidential. Please answer each item based on your experiences in this
school. Please do not write your name on this survey. Thank you for your time!
SECTION A
Directions: Please circle the number (1-5) that best represents your thinking about each
of the following statements.
Key
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = No Opinion 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
I. Student Socioeconomic Status (SES)
1. At my school there is a relationship between student
SES and achievement.
1 2 3 4 5
2. At my school the SES data is used to plan effective
lessons.
1 2 3 4 5
3. At my school, 1 am provided opportunities to
involve families in the educational process.
1 2 3 4 5
4. At my school, parental involvement impacts data-
driven instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
5. At my school, SES affects student performance. 1 2 3 4 5
6. At my school, SES impacts data-driven instruction. 1 2 3 4 5
7. At my school, analyzing SES in data teams has
helped with the instructional practice.
1 2 3 4 5
II. Student Demographics
8. At my school, we adjust instruction to meet the
needs of diverse learners.
1 2 3 4 5
9. At my school, student achievement differs across
racial categories.
1 2 3 4 5
10. At my school, data teams are meeting the needs of
our diverse population.




11. At my school, teachers show respect for all of the
student populations.
1 2 3 4 5
12. At my school, gender plays a critical role in the
activities in which students perform well.
I 2 3 4 5
13. At my school, history and political trends help
shape gender achievement in the classroom.
1 2 3 4 5
III. Student Be lavior
14. At my school, the impact ofdata-driven instruction
shapes student achievement.
1 2 3 4 5
15. At my school, student behavior impacts student
achievement.
1 2 3 4 5
16. At my school, disruptive students are often low
achievers.
1 2 3 4 5
17. At my school, student behavior impacts data-driven
instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
IV. Data-Driven Instruction
18. In my classroom, 1 collect and analyze student data
in reading, writing and math for instructional
purposes.
1 2 3 4 5
19. In my classroom, 1 give more opportunities to
access technology in my class because many ofmy
students do not have access at home.
1 2 3 4 5
20. In my classroom, I believe that using data-driven
instruction has increased student achievement.
1 2 3 4 5
21. As a teacher, the use of data teams has improved
my ability to create more effective lessons for my
students.
1 2 3 4 5
22. Because of the data teams and the use of data-
driven instruction I am a more effective teacher.
1 2 3 4 5
23. My students have higher test scores in reading,
writing and math when I use data-driven
instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
24. I believe that data-driven instruction has increased
my knowledge of the importance of data analysis.
1 2 3 4 5
25. At my school, teachers have had input on the school
improvement decisions in regards to data-driven
instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
26. In my opinion, data teams have impacted student
achievement.
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix A (continued)
SECTION B: Demographic Information
Directions'. Mark the response that best represents your answers.
Age: 25-30 31-35 36-40 41-44
45-49 50-54 55+
Classroom Experience:
2-4 years 5-7years 8-10 years
11-15 years 16-19 years 20+years
Race: African American Asian Caucasian
Hispanic Multiracial
Gender: Male Female
Which best describes your most advanced degree?
Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree




This interview is designed to obtain your honest opinion of this school’s data teams in
order to investigate your perceptions of the value of data-driven instruction. The
interview will be taped and transcribed to insure accuracy. You will be given a copy of
the transcription for review prior to data analysis. By signing below, you are giving your
consent to be interview, taped and used in the data analysis process.
Signature Date1.How do you feel about the data team institution process at the school this year?2.Do you believe there is a relationship between data-driven instruction and student
achievement?3.Do you think there is a relationship between your age, years experience, gender, race
and your perceptions of data-driven instruction?4.How is data-driven instruction operationalized in terms of your instructional practices
in the classroom?5.Do you think this school has evidence available from changes in instructional
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